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Part 1: Outside David’s House

10 philosophers sit ‘round a small fire.
Fireworks explode the night sky.

[Windage rings Chimes deeply 4 times.]

Cary:  Prevailing wind…

Bradley:  [To Pierre] I’ve just been waiting for this party all week.  

Pierre:  Good.  Good. 

Bradley:  Or, I should say, looking forward to..

Pierre:  I understand that you’re in some strange literature.

Bradley:  Oh yea.

Pierre:  Well, is there a question  …Well, I’m sure Barbara here…

Barbara:  Anything that starts that way, I’m pretty sure is ..  So?

David:  I can’t be responsible for windage.

Pierre:  Well, that’s just smoke; it will settle.

Barbara:  It will settle.

Pierre:  Does that mean that Bradley is going to give us a topic, maybe a question?  

Pierre:  Yes, Yes, I’m pretty sure.

Barbara:  I hope so.
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Josh:  He’s been waiting all week to ask one.

Barbara:  That’s what I heard.  I didn’t know that it was to ask one, but I heard the “waiting all week” 
part.

Josh:  I might have interpreted that. 

Pierre: Is it the kind of thing that you think someone in this group might have an interest in?

Bradley:  Oh, yea, without a doubt.

Pierre:  Well then watch.  [Turning to Jeff L:] Jeff, what do you think we should ask him?

Regina:  What the question is.

Jeff L:  His question or mine?

Barbara:  Take both.

Bradley:  Yea, when offered two good things, take both?  What are your guys’ questions?  [To Pierre] 
Curiously, like how you say “that the terms derive from the experience of the luminosity.”

Pierre:  The key philosophical terms, yes. 

Bradley:  are states of mind.  

Pierre:  Yea, yea, that’s a key one.

Bradley:  Well, I didn’t have to go any further at that point, because that was enough to chew on.

Pierre:  In other words…

Bradley:  And, 

Pierre:  Yes, go ahead. 

Bradley:  and how that shows, how that’s related to the logos and how that experience, itself, is actually 
intelligible.

Barbara:  Huh.

Pierre:  How’s that? [turning to Barbara]

Barbara:  It sounds complicated, but I’m sure you can handle it.

Josh:  [Laughter]

Bradley:  It demonstrated, whoever the author was, yea, profound seeing. 

Pierre:  It looks like there’s a certain weakness in what you’ve been reading.

Bradley:  I don’t think so at all.  I don’t think so at all, so far.

Pierre:  Well, because it should have been clear, the very issue you’re raising.

Bradley:  What, what,
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Pierre:  That all of those ideas are states of mind and they all can be inferred from the Brilliant Light of 
Being. 

Bradley:   No, but that was in there.

Pierre:  It was in?  

Bradley:  Yea. It was in there.  

Pierre:  Astonishing!

Bradley:  And, I don’t know, has that been ever…?  

Pierre:  Well, check it out. Here, here, look, look, Eldar, ask him, watch.

Bradley:  [to Eldar]  Have you ever heard that before?

Eldar:  I have heard that first of all somewhere around this group.

Bradley:  No, no, but outside of this group?

Eldar:  Oh, no. 

Pierre:  Ask him how he understands it.

Bradley:  Do you understand it?

Eldar:  Do I understand what?

Bradley:  What I said about the states of mind.

Eldar:  Yea, I mean.    

Bradley:  Do you understand that like, Truth can be said to be a state of mind in the experience of the 
divine light?   

Eldar:  Yea.

Bradley:  Yea?  How?  

Eldar:  I may not understand it.  I think I’ve had it, but…  

Bradley:  Well, why would it be the case?  Why is it be a state of mind? 

Eldar:  Why is it a state of mind?

Pierre:  And, does it matter? 

Bradley:  Yea.  And, so what?

Eldar:  Those are loaded questions.

Pierre:  Yea, yes, yes, he’s good at that, see?

Eldar:  First of all, why is it a state of mind?
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Pierre:  Are you going to get aid from your colleagues?  Or are you going to reach

Eldar:  I want to try it a little bit by myself.

Pierre:  Let’s see what you do with it.

Eldar:  Yea.  Why is it a state of mind, first of all.  I mean.

Regina:  Well, what’s the puzzle about it being a state of mind?

Eldar:  What, what are some other Ones besides Truth?

Bradley:  I forgot, you should tell me. 

Eldar:  Beauty?

Bradley:  Yea, well.

Eldar:   Justice.  Ok, let’s take Beauty and Justice - Beauty, Justice, and Truth.  The question was, “Why 
is that a state of mind?  Why are those states of mind?”  That’s a curious question.  I mean, why is that a 
state of mind?  

Pierre:  Yea, he’s got it. 

Bradley:  Yea, yea!

Eldar.  If it is a state of mind, then it is.  I mean, what do you mean, “WHY”?

Pierre:  He wanted you to explain why it can be said to be a state of mind.

Eldar:  Oh, ok. That’s different.  Why can it be said to be a state of mind?

Regina:  What was it?  What was that?  

Pierre:  Why it can be said to be a state of mind.

Barbara:   A state of mind? Or, 

Pierre:  Yes.

Barbara:  So all the 3 are in “a” state of mind, or 4 – 

Pierre:  That would follow?

Bradley:  Yes. Are you saying separately?

Pierre:  Yes.

Barbara:  So Truth, Justice, Beauty, Logos – the other one, I’m leaving one out.

Regina:  If it isn’t a state of mind, what would it be? 

David:  There’s another part of that problem Pierre.  I was reading this short passage and there’s a 
problem with the Demiurgos and his understanding of the pattern, the paradigm.  

Pierre:  Hmm-hmm.
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David:  And at one point this writer said that the paradigm manifests the logos.  And so, but I thought the 
paradigm was a state of mind and so I couldn’t find the connection, and I actually wrote a letter to the guy
or something that it wasn’t clear, the connection between the state of mind of the paradigm and how the 
logos emerges from that, not as a state of mind, but as something that’s after.  So I just wanted to – 
because you started with the logos and I wanted to bring that back that there’s a problem with - and I 
wanted to add something to what you contributed,  that Intelligibility might be one of those ideals like 
Beauty and Truth.  I just wanted to throw that out as a possibility, that the world of things that are 
intelligible might be considerable.  

Regina:  Mmm?

David:  And you can leave that aside or not, but my main problem was that how the paradigm manifests 
reults (?) in such a way that the intelligibility of the Universe is intelligible.

Barbara:  But when you say “Intelligible” you’re not talking about Proclus’ use of intelligible.

David:  No, I’m thinking more, I think, in terms of what little I know about ? how there was a paradigm 
in the mind of the creator.

Barbara:  Absolutely

Bradley:  Oh, and it is.

David:  And that seemed to be a state of mind.

Cary: Oh.  

David:  But that would have put, but then there was a question in this author’s work about how that state 
of mind brought logos into, into, motion.  So, anyway, I just wanted to throw my 2 cents worth in.  A 
little bit of stuff.

Barbara:  I would have given it a much higher rating.

David:  7 cents.

Bradley:  2 Pence. Go Head [to Josh].

Josh:  What qualifies as a state of mind?  Like, can you give a description of what it means to experience 
a state of mind or? 

Bradley:  From what I can remember and understand, that in the experience of divine luminosity, these 
terms can be generated, right, certain terms:  Beauty, what else would you put in there?

Josh:  I’d put Justice

Bradley:  Justice, yea.

Josh:  Logos, Truth, Reality, Mind,

Bradley:  And then, 

Josh:   Being, Light, Goodness.

Bradley:  Right. 
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Josh:  I took them all.

Bradley:  Yea.  So how are those related to the Logos and that experience being intelligible?  I think is 
where it goes.  

Josh:  When you say it can be “inferred,” are those like logical reasonings?  

Bradley:  Sorry, say again.  

Josh:  When you say, “Inferred,” that doesn’t sound like a state of mind.  “Inferred” sounds like I get in 
that and then I conclude rather than…

Bradley:  I was in as much wonder as you are about that being said, those being states of mind.  

Josh:  Well, that’s why I was wondering what a state of mind is, like first of all, and how do we describe 
even what it means to be in a state of mind. That’s kind of a wonder that your question came to me before
I could answer.  I think if I could answer that, I might be able to talk about truth.

Bradley:  So, no, but those terms that are generated from the experience, right, how are they related to the
logos and then how is that related to the experience becoming, or being intelligible?

Cary:  [Sigh.]

Josh:  That seems like a second question. 

Bradley:  Or, are those terms, yea, how are those terms functioning, I think is it.  And how is that related 
to a state of mind?

Barbara:  Is there a problem with having two questions?  I thought they were both good.  But, I’m 
having a little trouble believing that you don’t know what is meant by a state of mind.

Josh:  I’m wondering about it, like I’m wondering about what it means. 

Regina:  In the context.

Josh:  Well, even if one were to ask me what it means to experience a state of mind, I am still kind of 
wondering about those basics, so...   

Barbara:  Because?  What causes you to wonder about it? 

Josh:  ‘Cause I think it’s an elusive term.  State of mind isn’t something so clear; it’s not like a piece of 
wood; like it seems more dynamic and vital than a definition. It seems like a…

Cary:  Are we talking about a Zen monk sitting there having a luminous experience or are we talking 
about God, the God head contemplating it’s source?  I mean, what mind…

Bradley:  I think those are all in there.

[Uproarious laughter]

Cary:  What mind are we talking about?

Eldar:  All of them. 

Cary:  What mind?  What level of mind are you talking about here?  That’s the vaguery that I have…   
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Bradley:  Divine Luminosity.

Cary:  Ok, Divine Luminosity.  

Bradley:  Yes.

Cary:  Ok.  How is the Divine Luminosity separate from the one who’s perceiving it?

Bradley:   I wouldn’t say it is.

Cary:  Ok. That’s not there?  Ok.

Barbara:  Since you’ve made it as our gentleman in our group, without naming names, that that 
experience can admit of a subject/object in it’s lower level, but as you get further into it, it doesn’t have a 
subject/object. 

Cary:  Beautifully said.  What level are we talking about here?  

Barbara:  The one that doesn’t.

Cary:  Oh thank you!  Whew!

Barbara:  [Laughter]  Might as well go for the highest. 

Cary:   Ok, Now I can relate.  ‘Cause I haven’t read the book.  But I related that, and I can come from 
there.  And what’s the question about it?  

Bradley:  Well, it was said that…

Cary:  Ok, Let’s see if I can paraphrase it,  

Bradley:  Yea, good!  Ok, Yea. Yea.

Cary:  Using my metaphysical, poetic talent.  That with that direct Self-realization of the clear light of the
highest level of non-dual light, out of that is born the content of God’s mind.  How’s that?  

Bradley:  Well, nice, but, 

Cary:  The logos.

Josh:  That would be Truth, Beauty, Justice,

Cary:  The very content of anything, that’s it.  And it’s born from that.  Is that what you’re claiming?  Is 
it that level we’re playing?  I can’t understand it.  

Bradley:  That certain terms can be derived from that experience, right?

Cary:  No, it’s not even derived.  Well, what do you mean by terms?  It sounds logical to me.

Bradley:  Like what would you say about that experience? 

Cary:  WOW!

Bradley:  What else?  

Regina:  [Laughter]
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Josh:  [Laughter]  Well said!

Cary:  Well,

Bradley:  Whatever else can be said about it to try to understand it and make it intelligible, those are 
being called states of mind. 

Cary:  Oh, psychology.  

Bradley:  Right.  There, you got it.

Pierre:  Got it.

Bradley:  Yea.

Cary:  See, I’ve never been impressed with states of mind when I get to that level. 

Bradley:  Well, what about that, what you just saw though, if those are states of mind?

Cary:  Yea.

Bradley:  Yea.

Cary:   So you’re asking how these states of mind precipitate from that?  That’s a tertiary thing, right?

Barbara:  Not precipitate, though.

Cary:  How would you put it Barbara?

Barbara:  Well, let Bradley follow up

Bradley:  Say your question again, please. 

Cary:  To me states of mind have a psychological flavor.  

Bradley:  Ok. 

Cary:  Right.  Now if you’re going to say we’re talking about the state of mind of being itself,

Bradley:  You got - that’s the question, yea.  Isn’t it curious, those are being called states of mind.  

Cary:  Yes. 

Bradley:  Right.  

Cary:  It seems to be borrowing currency of psychology where we should be doing the opposite; have 
psychology start holding on to these.

Barbara:  Now, Truth is not …  

Cary:  a state of mind, no, but…

Barbara:  I don’t know, I…

Bradley:   It’s not a state of mind. If it’s not, if it’s not, what would it be then?
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Regina:  ?? perception(?).  Something thinks what’s right or wrong.  

Cary:  I’m not… 

Regina:  Well, something would have to have a state of mind, then.  But, the way Cary’s talking about it 
there isn’t a something.

Cary:  Well, I don’t think it becomes a something until there’s a reflection, right.  The nonreflected one is
not a something.  What can you say about, for that.  But if you’re talking about that level first, self-
reflection, that’s an incredible question.  Isn’t that just the idea?

Bradley:   And then how’s that related to the mind knowing itself or knowing Thy Self?

Cary:  It’s rich, rich.  

Josh:  [to Bradley] I see you’ve had a long time to prepare for this party. 

Bradley:  No, not really.

Cary:  What kind of literature are we talking about here?

Bradley:  Pierre’s paper, latest paper. [Laughter!]

Cary:  Oh!  Pierre, what the hell did you mean?  [I gotta get some water.]

[More Laughter!]

Brad:  That’s good.

Josh:   Brad, one way, when you remembered your experience, did you say that anything, that there was 
any falseness to it or that it had a vale or there was something covered, so in that way it was true?  

Brad:  Yup.  

Josh:  What you saw was true in that regard?

Bradley:  Sure.

Josh:  and had a reality to it and the pieces fit together and so everything came together in a manner that 
was just.  Like is that what you’re talking about how the states of mind function together?

Bradley:  Well, let me interrupt you.  I think that the what you just did the Logos and making that more 
intelligible, I think is what...

Josh:  Making it more intelligible?

Bradley:  Or making it intelligible.  Right?

Josh:   I think from remembering my experience of it, truth definitely is something that’s there for sure.  
Now, when I was in it, when I was like, Is this true? Is this the truth?  And, I think so.  Like, there was an 
aspect like there was no other; this was real!  And there was no deception and that aspect it had a bond to.

Bradley:  So, yea, so maybe what you just did and then to go back to your question. How is that a state of
mind?  Or isn’t it?  Or what you just did Josh, Is that a state of mind?    I’ll answer for you, “Yes!”

Josh:  [laughter]  Thanks, my friend.
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Bradley:  There it is; you just did it!

Josh:  Well that’s what you asked for, right?  The way these function together.

Bradley:  Yea.

Eldar:  Are you talking about logos right now?

Bradley:  All of them.  All of what we were talking about, yea.

Eldar:  Ok.  It helps if you think about it in terms of dreams. Like when we’re exploring dreams and 
Pierre asks the dreamer about what was that experience like, and then the dreamer says, “It was beautiful”
or “It was open.”  I think it’s easier, easier to see it, for me at least, to see it as a state of mind.  It’s easier 
to see those brilliant experiences, in terms of states of mind, through dreams, because

Pierre:  than? 

Eldar:  Than… I don’t know, than what.  It’s kind of like I need a reference point to be able to see it as a 
state of mind.  Otherwise it’s like…like.

Pierre:  Say, there’s a fire there, isn’t it? 21.36

Eldar:  Yea.

Cary:  I wonder if we could understand states…

Pierre:  Is there a fire here? 

Barbara:  Yes.

Pierre:  Could you say, as the flames flicker around, there’s a sense of beauty to it? 

Barbara:  Yes.

Pierre:  Well, how is beauty related to the flames? 

Barbara:  Bradley!

Eldar:  That’s a good one. 

Pierre: Right?  Look here, wait a minute.   Would you say the wood is more real than the fire?  Or would 
you say they’re both real?

Eldar:  I wouldn’t say either of them are real.

Pierre:  You wouldn’t say wood is real?

Eldar:  But, I would say that…

Pierre:  No, no.  Then tell us what you would say is real, if wood and flames are not real.

Eldar:  Yes, I would say the state of mind that I experience when I look at the fire, 

Pierre:  Yea.
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Eldar:  That’s real.  And that’s where the beauty is; like it’s not actually right there; it’s in the state of 
mind.

Pierre:  You mean it’s nude?

Eldar:  Nude?

Pierre:  Nude, yes.  It has no beauty to it and no relationsh…

Eldar:  [Laughter] Right.  Right.

Pierre:  Well then you’ve done something to it it, itself doesn’t have

Regina:  Noo.

Eldar:  I think so.  

Pierre:  Then you’re a creator of it, and the light, itself, is irrelevant.

Eldar:  I think so.

Cary:  So, you’re saying…

Eldar:  Am I inferring something?  Am I inferring something from the flame?  Is that what you’re saying 
or?

Pierre:  That could be a good way to put it, but you wouldn’t say, at this point, that you could attribute 
the word beauty to the experience of viewing those flames, could you, because you’re saying it comes 
from yourself?

Eldar:  No, I could.  But when you say experience, I would attribute it to the experience, but the 
experience, for me, is connected with state of mind.

Pierre:  Thank you.  Ok, look here.  Why is that a state of mind; those flames flickering around? 

Eldar:  Well, the flame, itself, isn’t a state of mind.  But if I pay attention to it long enough and I am open
to seeing it dance around and appreciating it, 

Pierre:  Oh, now it’s in it.

Eldar:  Now I’m put into a state of mind. 

Pierre:  Oh, you put it in. 

Eldar:  No, no.  

Pierre:  Well, can you do that with a garbage dump?  

Eldar:  I mean.

Pierre:  Can you put beauty in that as well?

Eldar:  Probably, with some imagination.  

Pierre:  Oh.  So you can disperse beauty throughout the universe in your experience, but the things 
themselves have no beauty?  Is that right?  Is that the way your thinking is going?
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Eldar:  I’m just chewing on that.

Pierre:  Now we were left before with a question that wasn’t answered.  Would you call the wood and the
flame equally real?  Would you use the word real in any sense about this experience that’s going on right 
now?  

Eldar:  Yea I would. I would.

Pierre:  Would you attribute the word real to the wood and the flame as well?

Eldar:  I mean yes.  It’s a lower level of real, but yes, I would.

Pierre:  Oh, but one thing, would we hesitate before we attribute to it, mindfulness?  Like do you think it 
thinks and has intuitions?  

Eldar:  No.

Pierre:  Or is the source of intuitions? 

Eldar:  The source?  No.  But there is intelligibility.  It fits into a whole, it fits into nature in an 
intelligible way, but it’s not, it doesn’t have, it doesn’t have mindfulness.

Pierre:  Good.  But it has beauty.  Would you say you infer from that experience the word beauty?

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Oh, oh.  And real?

Eldar;  That’s a bit, no, that’s a bit too much.  

Pierre:  It’s too much to attribute the word real.  

Eldar:  Yea.

Cary:  I want my reality to last the next day.

Pierre:   Yea, ok.  Do you think it’s following some law of nature, though, as it burns, as it burns?

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Oh, then for it to be doing what it’s doing it seems like it’s following some general rule, isn’t it, 
some laws of nature, as it were.

Eldar:  Yea, absolutely.

Pierre:  Oh, and if it follows laws of nature, it must have a source. 

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Oh, oh.  Now take the Brilliant Light of Being and contrast it with the fire in front of you.  Now, 
if that experience, or if you’re not familiar with even descriptions of it, then it might be difficult to 
proceed.  But I presume you have either the experience or have read enough about it so that you can talk 
about it as if you did have the experience.  Is that right?

Eldar:  Yea.
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Pierre:   Oh.  Well, then can you make the comparison for us now, because were we not talking about 
Brilliant light of Being being in some way beautiful?  

Eldar:  Right. 

Pierre:  Did we infer that it’s beautiful in the same way we inferred that there’s beauty in the experience  
that we’re having right now with the flames dancing around?

Eldar:  Yea we did.  It’s kind of like, it’s like the experience is what it is.  And then from reflecting on it 
we can talk about aspects of it or, 28:27

Pierre:  That word, “aspects,”  is pretty important isn’t it? 

Eldar:  Yea. 

Pierre:  So, it is, as it were, aspects of the fire itself that you can say that it’s beautiful.

Eldar:  Fire itself.

Pierre:  Depending on how you use, “aspects,” which you just used. 

Eldar:  Yea. 

Pierre:  Well, then wouldn’t you agree the experience of beauty in a Brilliant Light of Being is something
that is inferred from the experience itself;  it doesn’t have your name celebrated in neon lights in the 
experience; it’s not a separate thing from an experience, is it?

Eldar:  No, it’s a… 

Pierre:  So you infer from it.

Eldar:  It’s a way to talk about it after. 

Pierre:  Yea, because you’re trying to make distinctions in that experience. 

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Would you agree, some people would say that’s mind?

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Other people might say’s it’s real?

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Other people might call it reality?

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Other people might call it divine.

Eldar:  Divine?

Pierre:  Yea.

Eldar:  Yea.
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Pierre:  But we’re all talking about the same thing; with each of those words we’re only taking an aspect 
of the thing itself.  Are we not?

Eldar:  That’s right.   I think because of the limitations of language. 

Pierre:  No, no, no, no, no. 

Eldar:  No?

Pierre:  That’s not a limitation.  Because only people with minds can appreciate this point.   So, putting 
aside that remark, right?

Eldar:  Right.  Ok.  

Pierre:  Then in each case you’re really talking about different aspects of something that is an experience,
is it not, of the mind knowing itself? 

Eldar:  That’s right, yup.

Pierre:  If so, then they’re all aspects of the mind, are they not, or the Brilliant Light of Being?

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Then they’re all states of mind, are they not?

Eldar:  Wait a second.

Bradley:  [Laughing] 

Pierre:  Is that right? 

Regina: Yea, that…   

Pierre:   Is that right?  Is that right?

Eldar:  Yea, I can go with that.  States is like saying aspects.

Pierre: Wait a minute, can we not ask questions like what, is there some similarity between beauty and 
reality? 

Eldar:  Yea.  Yea, that’s interesting.

Pierre:  Yea, yea. So we could say why one might be like the other in certain ways 

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  and in certain ways not.  Oh, then when we make judgements about these ideas that we infer 
from that experience, we’re developing:  same, other, like, unlike;  are we not?  Whole, are we not?

Eldar:  Part.

Pierre:  Because we can say, can we not take all of those together as a whole?

Bradley:  Hm-mm.

Eldar:  Yes.
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Pierre:  Oh.  When we do that, what would we call that whole of which each of these parts we just 
enumerated so carefully?

Eldar:  The Brilliant Light of Being?

Pierre:  Yes, yes, but we’re just taking a look at all the things we can infer from it, so that would be 
different than the experience itself. 

Eldar:  Oh, maybe the logos of the Brilliant Light of Being?

Pierre:  Hmm, yea could be, but we may be – would you not agree if you put all those things together and
if we talk about it in some meaningful way, we can say, it looks like it’s intelligible?

Barbara:  Hmm.

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Oh, oh, oh.  Now, is it possible that that intelligibility which springs from the whole of all of 
those things brought together into a unity can be seen in our everyday world through the laws of nature?

Eldar:  Can you say that again please?   Could you repeat that question?   

Pierre:  Tell me what you heard so far.

Eldar:  I think you said, “Can that whole…”

Pierre: “of which”

Eldar:  “of intelligibility, can be, can it be taken to”

Pierre:  Equally inferred when we use the word the Laws of Nature.  Like, everything going on, even the 
fires, are following the laws of nature, Is it not?

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Right?  And therefore we’re part of an intelligible universe, only this sense perception of it, we 
need understanding to see it.  Would you agree without the understanding, we wouldn’t see it?  

Eldar:  We wouldn’t see the fire? 

Pierre:  We wouldn’t be able to call it the names we called it

Eldar:  Oh yea, yes. Ha-ha

Pierre:  to go through the reasoning we went through to come to this conclusion. 

Eldar:  Yes. That’s right. 

Pierre:  Ah, ahhh-ahh.  Well then it looks like that same thing brought together into a unity that we called
intelligible has a kinship in the Laws of Nature.  Therefore whatever is in the Laws of Nature are going  
through all phenomena,  must exhibit that same kind of intelligibility.

Eldar:  Exactly. Yea. That’s 

Pierre:  Oh, oh.  Now we’re using a lot of words to try to describe it.  What if we pulled together just one 
word to represent all of those things together, what word would you use? 
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Eldar:  Logos.

Pierre:  Oh, oh, I didn’t know that.  Hmm.  

Eldar:   That’s… 

Pierre:  And since all the aspects are states of mind, would that not also be a state of mind?  That is not 
your mind or my mind, but mind itself. 

Eldar:  Yea. 

Pierre:  Oh. 

Eldar:   Yea.  That’s a far-reaching state of mind.  Or, I don’t know, one of the big ones.

Pierre:  That’s, that’s true, but you don’t seem to have any difficulty reaching for it. 

Eldar:  Oh yea, ok.

Pierre:  Yea.  

Eldar:  Oh, yea. I mean, 

Pierre:  By the way, does love also spring from that experience?

Eldar:  From the Logos, from logos?

Pierre:  Does love also emerge as one of the terms that one can attribute to the Brilliant Light of Being?  
Or is that separate and distinct?

Eldar:  I think it does. 

Pierre:  Huh?

Eldar:  I think it does. 

Pierre:  Well, try to explain it, and if not, get some help. 

Elder:  Yea.  For some reason, when you mentioned it, it seemed like an odd-one-out.  Like it seemed 
like a unique one – well, they’re all unique, but Love is an interesting aspect to bring into this 
conversation. 

Pierre:  Hm-mm.

Eldar:  I imagine, ‘cause I’ve heard that after you have that experience, you have a, it brings forth a great 
love for the experience. 

Pierre:  Yea, why do you think that’s true?

Eldar:  Well, I mean if we can compare it to beautiful things, things that are beautiful in our everyday 
world, then it’s,

Pierre:  And if this is the most beautiful?

Eldar:  Then it must be the biggest love.  That comes from it.  That’s The Symposium.
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Pierre:  I don’t know the word. 

Eldar:  Sure. Sure you don’t

Pierre:  But, the idea of whole, bringing it all together as a whole, is important, isn’t it?  Would you 
agree?

Eldar:  In what way? 

Pierre:  Well, we just used the idea, did we not, when we took all of those ideas that we inferred from the
experience of Beautiful Light of Being, and we pulled them together as a whole and then talked about 
them, did we not?

Eldar:  And then we called it intelligible, right?

Pierre:  Yea. 

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Then it’s a whole, is it not?

Eldar:  Yea. 

Pierre:  Yea, yea.  By the way, is there something peculiar about the idea of whole?  Like would you say 
wherever you find a whole you see the same things or differents?

Eldar:  I think both, because it’s like the parts of a whole, they share a, they have a commonness which 
allows them to be a whole.  But they’re also different from each other.

Pierre:  Pardon me, do marbles share with one another when they’re in a bag?

Eldar:  Not the way that ideas do.

Pierre:   Oh, I see.  So, certain wholes do not have that curious capability of sharing, is that right?

Eldar:  They do, but in a diminished way.  They still share a similarity, but it’s not…

Pierre:  Oh, Well, can you take us through several distinctions about wholes that would allow us to see 
gradations, so that if they proceed in a hierarchy, we can get a whole of all wholes?

Eldar:  Well, with the marbles, they share the likeness, they share the fact that they’re all the same shape 
and the same...

Pierre:  Pardon me, are they sharing that?

Eldar:  Um.

Pierre:  Sharing requires that something is passed between them.  Do marbles say, ‘Hi, here’s …”?  

Barbara: [Laughing.]

Pierre:  No you don’t think so?

Eldar:  Well, when I said share I really meant more like…

17



Pierre:  But, do you need the word “share” the way you’re using it when you’re talking about marbles in 
a bag?

Eldar:  Yea, maybe I don’t need it.  I think I was just trying to say that they possess commonalities.   
Each marble has a thing that’s similar to the other marbles.

Pierre:  Say, are you familiar with watches? 40:37

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Is that a whole when all of the parts fit together and they work together?

Eldar:  Yup.

Pierre:  Does something new emerge from that kind of a whole which is not contained in any of the 
parts?

Eldar:  Yes, it’s the watch.

Pierre: What?

Eldar:  It’s the functionality of the watch.

Pierre:  Which is what?

Eldar:  The whole.

Pierre:  No, it measures time.

Eldar:  Sorry?

Pierre:  It measures time.

Eldar:  Right, right.

Pierre:  Ah, and that’s something new that can’t be found in any of the parts?

Eldar:  Yup.

Pierre:  By the way, does the body have parts?

Eldar:  Yes. 

Pierre:  Oh.  Can each of the parts function ideally?

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  in harmony with all the other parts of the body? 

Eldar:  Yes.

Pierre:  including the brain?

Eldar:  Yes.

Pierre:  Oh, then does something new emerge that could never be accounted for in any of the parts?
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Eldar:  Yea, health?

Pierre:  Oh, health of what?

Eldar:  Health of the body.

Pierre:   But you see, you can have health of the body and still have someone who has diminished 
intellectual capacities because of some accident of nature, some accident.  

Eldar:  Right, that’s true. 

Pierre:  So, health can’t be the only thing that emerges from the fully functioning parts of the body. 

Eldar:  Oh, well it also allows for the body to access mind. 

Pierre:  Oh, oh.  Can that intellectual process proceed though, by itself?  Like can you take an eyeball and
put it on the table, would it do seeing by itself or does it need a mind, to see?

Eldar:  Do you mean?

Pierre:  Does the eyeball see by itself or does it need a mind for it to see?

Eldar:  It needs a mind, yea, a seer, something to receive the image.  43:00

Pierre:  Hmm, so look here, does the harmony of all the parts of the body, does that allow the condition 
for the pure operation of the mind or the brain?

Eldar:  Yea, I would say that.  Yea.

Pierre:  Is that when we’re doing reflecting and understanding and intuiting things?

Eldar:  Yea,

Pierre:  Oh, and you could not attribute that to any one of the parts?

Eldar:  No. 

Pierre:  Must you assume then that there must be some kind of a soul which is able to hold those parts 
together?

Eldar:  Oh man, the soul does that?

Pierre:  Forget the word soul.  By the way, would you agree we have desires?

Eldar:  We have what?

Pierre:  Desires. 

Eldar:  Yes. 

Pierre:  Oh.  Internal as well as external?

Eldar:  What would be an external desire?

Pierre:  Desire for power, success.  
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Eldar:  Oh, yes, yes.  Ok. External.

Pierre:  And there’s also a reasoning?

Eldar:  A reasoning?

Pierre:  In the function of the body.  

Eldar:  Oh desire and reasoning. Yea.

Pierre: Oh.  Could that be a whole, those three parts together?

Eldar:  What’s the third part?  I have desire and reasoning.  

Pierre:  There are two kinds of desire; you agreed.

Eldar:  Oh right; external, internal, and reasoning.

Pierre:  Yea.  Could those three parts be considered a whole?  

Eldar:  I don’t see why not.

Pierre:  Yea.  Well, well, we need a name for it.  

Eldar:  Oh.

Pierre:  That’s why people call that whole, Soul. Without regarding whether it’s eternal or not, it’s just 
something that holds them together as a whole to allow something new to emerge from it.  Is that right?

Eldar:  Oh, that’s incredible.

Pierre:  Is that right?

Eldar:   I like that a lot, yea.

Pierre:  Say, do you think that same kind of reasoning applies elsewhere?  Let me give an example.  Do 
you think there’s such a thing as our Solar System?

Eldar:  Yea. 45:20

Pierre:  All of the parts?  And some parts are functioning at a higher level than another, some having 
more intelligible beings than others, but nonetheless it fits into a whole?

Eldar:  Yes.

Pierre: Oh, oh, oh.  Would you say therefore there must be a soul that must be in a similar way, 
throughout our planetary system that holds them all together, through which a logos can proceed keeping 
it all in order?   This is just preliminary before we get to more important questions.

[Hilarious laughter!]

Bradley:  Yea, really!

Eldar:  Oh, I think I need a break!

Bradley:  He’s exhausted!  You can keep going.
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Pierre:  Now look here.  Look here, look here.

Eldar:  [leaning back in chair, eyes closing?] 

Pierre:  Would you agree there is such a thing as a galaxy?

Eldar:  Yea.

Pierre:  Is that a whole?

Eldar:  Yea.  

Pierre:  With billions of stars?  And within each Galaxy, billions of Planetary Systems?  

Eldar:  Ohhh.

Pierre:  Is that right?  Come on, yes or no?

Eldar:  I think I need a break.  

Bradley:  Oh, you can go through it.

Pierre: Would you not agree according to our reasoning, what should follow?  

Eldar:  Oooh, No, I need to take a break.  

Bradley:  Yes!

Pierre:  No.  

Bradley:  No?  Ok.

Eldar:  I think Bradley will… 

Bradley:  No, Go, go.

Pierre:  Hey, just follow the reasoning; you can do it.  By the way, the better question now that we’re in a
good position to hold it, 

Eldar:  No, no, I don’t want to hear it.

Pierre:  Alright?  Would you not agree there’s a whole consistent with all galaxies that ever have been, 
will be and are?  

Julie H:  Hmm.

Pierre:  Would that not be a whole of all wholes?  Now, what do you think of that?

Eldar:  I don’t. [Sigh]

Pierre:  Then there must be a soul of the universe;  according to our reasoning.  And from that something 
astonishing  must emerge from it, must it not?  Right?  By the way, if you’re talking about the whole, 
would you not want to know if there is – in terms of our reasoning, would you say

Eldar:  Ahooooh!
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Pierre:  there are certain wholes that comprehend all the parts or not?  

Eldar:  Oh man!   

Pierre:  Would you agree?  Would you not agree when we’re talking about the human body, when it’s 
functioning ideally, the mind can comprehend the parts?

Cary: Good night everybody. Nice seeing you all again.

Eldar:  [Silent]

Pierre:  What say you?  Tell us what it is like to give up?

Eldar:  What?  

Pierre:  For if the whole of all wholes can comprehend itself, must it not then know that for which it 
exists?  50:55

Barbara:  Hmm.  

Pierre:  Therefore it’s end?  And can it not therefore comprehend it’s own destiny?

Jeff L:  Pierre, Pierre, could you speak it up a little bit?

Pierre:  Yes.

Jeff L:  I say, could you speak up a little bit; there’s too many bombs going off!

Pierre:  Yea.

Jed:  You can bring the circle in if you want.

Eldar:  I’m just …

Barbara:  He was just saying that the whole of all wholes can comprehend it’s self, know itself, and 
know it’s end.  The reason it would - I may have missed it.

Pierre:  Then would it not comprehend it’s own destiny?

Regina:  Sure. 

Eldar:  Um…

Pierre:  And therefore would know that for the sake of which it came into existence, as a whole of all 
wholes?  Would that not be knowing itself?  

Jeff L:  I like that but then I have that model of the user/maker/imitator in The Republic, and it’s the user 
who tells the maker why the object should come into existence.  The maker isn’t the one who knows; it’s 
the user who is.  

Pierre:  Hm-mmm.

Jeff L: So I have conflicts on that one. 

Barbara:  I don’t know if it’s a conflict though, really.   Do you think?
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Jeff L:  Well, perhaps you can. 

Barbara:  Well, only because he built the whole of all wholes from the galaxy, right,  the galaxy of all 
that there is, was and will be, right?  Is, was, and will be.  And I thought that was the biggest whole we 
had; the whole of wholes. And now we have the whole of wholes knowing itself, knowing that for which 
it, knowing its, definitely knowing it’s blank (?) here.  Is that, is that, is that the maker?  I don’t think 
that’s the maker.  

Jeff L:  Ok 

Barbara:   How do you see it?  In terms of the three.

Jeff L:  Well, I was taking it as a maker, but

Barbara:  The Cosmos is the maker?  Or the, sorry, the Galaxy is the maker?

Jeff L:  I was thinking it to be so, but your just bringing that up saying that you were seeing it in a 
different light.  So ah.

Barbara:  Well, yea, does it - only because are there certain principles of nature on the highest level that 
are functioning within that galaxy, within that whole of all wholes? 

Jeff L:  Certainly.

Barbara:  Well, if so, then something has put those in place.  But that isn’t the - wouldn’t that be the 
maker? 

Pierre:  Hmm.

Barbara:  is what I was thinking.  And in a way, the galaxy functions through those rules, using those 
rules, on that paradigm.

Jeff L:  It’s my conflict with the metaphysics of it. One would say the Chronian Mind to be like the 
principles but then the maker is Zeus.  And then I sometimes have trouble when you want to translate that
into metaphysics, which goes farther than the theology where you can only go so far. 

Barbara:  Ok.  I thought you were going to go with image; the galaxy is in a sense, an image; 

Jeff L:  I like that. 

Barbara:  It’s not the, it’s not the, it’s not.   

Jeff L: Right.

Barbara:  That’s the question, for me. 

Jeff L:  Well, that’s it.

Barbara:  If it’s a copy, then we’re looking at it as the whole of wholes, but there’s that which it is a copy
of – Chronian Mind or.

Jefff L:  I’m not in disagreement there.

Barbara:  Ah.  So Pierre, I don’t know.  I didn’t mean to derail the conversation.
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Jeff L: [Laughter]

Pierre:  Hah, hah, hah. Come on!  On the contrary, come on. 

Barbara:  Hmm.

Regina:  So if there’s a whole of wholes that holds the soul, and the whole that comprehends, is that 
where you’re going with this?  ‘Cause I ?? so is there something beyond that comprehension of the whole 
or is the whole itself comprehending itself?   

Pierre:  Hold it. 

Regina:  So when it gets to that level, then do you call that whole or self or something?  What?

Pierre:  You don’t have a question here; you pulled back and asked whether there could be an answer.  
Did you notice that?

Regina:  Well, that’s because I’m not - I had to leave for a minute.  So I’m trying to pull back the 
question, pull back the conversation. ?? But if you want to talk about a state of mind  ??

55:00

Pierre:  What does it mean to decide that there is some being that can go through this kind of reasoning 
about the whole of all wholes and what is it about this kind of reasoning that leads us to conclude that 
certain wholes such as the human body, when it’s functioning ideally, can understand it’s own 
functioning or comprehend itself?

Bradley:  Right.

Barbara:  Hmm.  Ok, That’s important.

Pierre:  Right, so that element, right, must be equally present among all intelligible beings depending 
upon only to what degree it contains a whole or at least part of it.  So therefore if there’s a whole of all 
wholes, then it must in principle be that the intelligibility of it would be ??? of itself.

Barbara:  If it’s function ideally, which it should do.

Pierre:  Yea.

Regina:  Well, that would follow.  Yea, wow, that’s amazing.  

Pierre:  But we only do that by reflection.

Regina:  True.

Pierre:  But there must be a wholes upon wholes which can reach that reflection immediately and 
instantly with a fullness and precision.

Bradley:  The others are just shadows. 

Pierre:  Yea, yea. Yea.

Barbara:  I know what I was thinking. The wholes of wholes have a color just like the body functioning 
ideally has a soul.  The cosmi – galaxies’ whole of all wholes functioning ideally, it has that soul.  It’s not
just what I was saying; It’s not just a cause, a thing.  
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Jed:  World soul.

Barbara:  So therefore it can reflect upon itself.  [turning to Pierre] Sorry, I didn’t …

Pierre:  Oh, no, no, no. 

Bradley:  But then Pierre, you added that it has a destiny, right.  It has a destiny: That for the sake of 
which it’s doing this.

Pierre: That’s right, that’s right.  Because that’s what destiny means.

Bradley: That for which the sake of…  If that’s the case then, well I guess they wouldn’t be different.  
But I was just taking that if that’s the case with the higher, such with the lower, but they wouldn’t be 
different,  meaning we should be able to see our own destiny.  But that’s, but they wouldn’t be different, 
right?

Pierre:  Wouldn’t be different. 

Bradley:  Yea.

Pierre:  But, different wholes may be able to perceive that to greater degrees, depending upon the kind of 
whole that you’re considering. 

Pierre:  Leaves the circle: [Get something to drink for a moment.] 58:40

Pierre:  Returns

Regina:  I was thinking we should go inside.

Pierre:  Good idea. 1:03:45

David:  So my guess is that Eldar has left his body several times, several times.  His eyes went back 
several times. He’s gone. And he just said he found himself in a momentum.  I didn’t want to say, but, 
finding a momentum that kept him going even higher and higher.   And if he’s talking about grabbing that
state and I just said,  “Don’t let that go.”

Pierre:  Yes, yes, yes.  Well said!

David:  Stay there because something happened.   You asked him what is it like when you don’t go 
anywhere(?) , but that was a different direction

Regina:  What could have been the logos at that moment for him to add, to continue the discussion.

Pierre:  Pardon me.

Regina:  I said it would have been good for him to add a logos of where he was.

David:  I don’t think there was a way to put a logos on it. Yea, he’s doing it now.

[Quiet Discussion with David and Pierre]

         01:09:09

Pierre:  So sir?
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Bradley:  Yes.

Pierre:  Now, you must tell me about the reflections you’ve had as a result of this reflection. You were 
following it?  You were participating in it?

Bradley:  Yea, yea.  Well, multiple things.  Well, but, the whole of all wholes and the relationship to the 
logos, and destiny, and the, right, like tonight, this very dialogue, something new emerged.

 Pierre:  Hmm-mm.

Bradley:  Right?  

Pierre:  Hm-mmm.

Bradley:  For all of us.  

Pierre:  Hmm-mm.

Bradley:  And just that, I guess, just that, in relation to the whole of all wholes, right. 

Pierre:  Hm-mm.

Bradley:   And, maybe my role in that?

Pierre:  Yes! Yes!  That’s it!

Bradley:   Laughter, Well, 

Pierre:  Go ahead, you’re in it!  

Bradley:  Yea well, I mean, well, All of us, yea, all of us, right?

[Laughter]

Regina:  Can we?  I have a question regarding the logos and in the paper it puzzled me and I didn’t get a 
chance to, but it was like, given this conversation, the logos is, like you can - the logos is the whole of 
wholes and from – but that seemed to be different than upon reflecting upon, or exploring from that 
experience.  But

Pierre:  The whole of wholes is not the logos.  

Regina:  It’s not.  What is, how does the logos…?

Pierre:  Hold it.  The way we are developing the point; are not certain wholes of such a nature that they 
can comprehend the ??? own parts?

Regina:  Comprehend?  Right?

Pierre:  The parts within itself.

Regina:  Ok, Yes.

Pierre:  And that can be said in greater wholes in the body with its parts since we can comprehend our 
own body and we are a whole.  

Regina:  Yea.
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Pierre:  And therefore would you not agree there can be greater wholes that are composed of merely our 
bodies, 

Regina:  Right.

Pierre:  and therefore correspondingly, the greater tension of those parts would be correspondingly more 
profound.

Regina:  True. 

Pierre:  Then the whole of all wholes must not remember itself and then with apprehension, it is seeing 
its intelligibility, which is the logos.

Regina:  But is that a whole? 

Pierre:  Of course.  And of course the Logos is a whole, just as other things are wholes.  Beauty is a 
whole as well.

Regina:  No, I would think the logos would comprehend Truth, Beauty, Justice as a whole.  I mean if 
there’s an intelligibility, wouldn’t that include that, those aspects?

Pierre:  If that is true, it would follow that the logos can direct itself with certain goals.

Barbara:  Certain goals.

Regina:  Searching goals?

Barbara:  Certain goals.

Pierre:  According to the evening.  It’s not possible at this point [overwhelming noise from fireworks].

Regina:  No.

Pierre:  Ok.  Let’s go out and look at the fireworks or something.

David:  If you’d like, Pierre, if you’d like to move it inside. 

Pierre:  Alright.  Good. 

David:  If you want to bring a folding chair or something.  

Bradley:  Can we bring the fire?

David:  Yea, good idea.  I’ve always wanted a fireplace and if it’s the last time I own my house, so be it.

[Laughter]

27



Part 2: Inside the house, having left the fireworks outside
1:15:00

Barbara:  Silence.

Jeff L: Oh we’re moving inside?    

Regina:  Ah-hh.

Barbara:  Yea.

Jeff L:  Excellent, ‘cause I couldn’t hear anything.

David: We can do the kitchen or we can do the living room.  I’m happy to do the living room.

Pierre:  Beautiful, Beautiful, Beautiful, Beautiful.

David:  I have a nice chair for you; hold on a minute Pierre.

Pierre:  Ah, good. 

Regina:  Ah, private, quiet.

Barbara: Ah, Delightful.

David:  A moment of levity.  This is my new bookstand.

Pierre:  Whoa!  

Barbara:  Isn’t that cool?  

Pierre:  Astonishing.  Look at that.

David:  It holds an entire Theology in one side.  Now here’s the funny thing.  I don’t know who made this
or why, but it’s got the whole?? It cost $42.   A moment of levity.  Is it too dark in here?

Barbara:  No, we’re not reading anything.

Regina:  It’s louder, my voice can carry.  Ok.

Barbara:  How about that cushion Pierre, do you want a cushion?

Jeff L:  I was saying that I’m glad we’re in here because you’re having a good conversation and I’m like, 
I don’t know what you’re saying ‘cause I can’t hear anything anymore; too many explosions.  My dog is 
cowering, I’m sure.

Regina:  Mine too.

Nancy:  You didn’t drug it for the evening?

Jeff L:  Oh, I that but, she’s probably still cowering.

Pierre:  You were saying?

Regina:  Well, in the paper, I noticed that I had a question.  And I was going to look at it again.  That the 
logos looks like that was - there was a difference between a logos in the experience of the brilliant, or the 
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experience, and that which is dialectic.  And I thought – and given this conversation - I thought, well, let’s
see, you have that - you’re saying that the whole of wholes and when the whole turns upon itself, and 
comprehends itself, and sees itself as intelligible, that’s logos.  Am I following you?

Pierre:  Go ahead.

Regina:  Well then, well, is logos then, is logos then seeing itself in that intelligibility?  When it sees itself
it’s saying, “Hey,.I”  - there’s a logos because it is - it’s not putting words on it, it’s like, what would be a 
logos then?  Seeing the intelligibility.  

Pierre:  Hmm-mm.  

Regina:  And that’s what you’re calling logos? 

Pierre:  Hmm-mm.

Regina:  Alright.  But that doesn’t seem to be any different than the experience.

Pierre:  Of what?  

Regina:  Of the Brilliant Light of Being.  Or is it?  I should say, I don’t know.  I should ask.

Pierre:  Well, to use the word different at this point is, is rather, is - see, the way you’re framing it, it’s as 
if you’re saying therefore, the logos is nothing other than the Brilliant Light of Being.  Is that correct?  
That’s the conclusion you came to. 

Regina:  Well, you can give it that name, yea.  You can put that name on it. 

Pierre:  No no.  Is that the conclusion you reached?  If not, correct me.                                           [121.17]

Regina:  Well I, I guess, I mean, yea, I’d say that once you see the intelligi – that it’s intelligible, and gets 
to see itself  as intelligible, that’s the logos; a strange kind of logos, but yea.  Yea.

Pierre:   Well, now you have to say something about that.  What therefore?  Or, does that satisfy you?  Or 
does something follow from that? 

Regina:  Well, I’m only – it seems like once it’s intelligible, then you could do something with that and 
that would be a different kind of reflection. 

Pierre:  True. 

Regina:  And that would be a different logos.

Pierre:  Or that would be another aspect of the logos.

Regina:  Or an aspect, yea, not different, but an aspect of it that reflects on or infers what it, about that 
intelligibility.  That it may have an aspect of beauty, and truth, and reality and call it being, and.

Pierre:  See this is where you have to be cautious about using certain words like truth and assigning it to 
it, because it may not fit.

Regina:  Ok. 

Pierre:  See, every – do you make a distinction between Euclid and intelligibility?  Or would you rather 
call it understanding?  How do you use terms at this point?  Would you say your experience with Euclid 
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gives you a way of understanding geometrical objects at a certain point?  Or would you say you see the 
intelligibility of certain geometrical objects at this point?  Does it matter whether you use one word or the 
other for you?  Or if you had to choose, which one would you use?  Just to make it easier.

Regina:  Well, I’d say understanding.

Pierre:  Ok.  Now use the word truth.  Would you say, could you reach truth or did you reach things that 
you could say had the property of being true? 1:25:00

Regina:  In geometry, I would say has the property of being true.

Pierre:  And not truth itself? 

Regina:  Right.

Pierre:  And do you think that’s equally true for all intellectual systems, that they can be said to be aspects
of truth but not truth itself?

Regina:  Sure. 

Pierre:   Oh, oh, oh.  Well then anything you can say has the property of truth, certainly can’t be truth,  
can it?

Regina:  Right.

Pierre:  Yea. So when can you use it?  Is there any place for it?  Or is it always of something and not 
itself?

Regina:  Well at this point, it’s of something.   But when you reach the level of the intelligible,  I… it’s of
something?

Pierre:  Well, do you think the intelligibility that you discover is another aspect of truth or truth itself?  
Would that be just another, “of truth” but not “truth”?

Regina:  Hm-mm.  That’s interesting.

Pierre:  Yea, yea.  

Regina:  I don’t -

Pierre:  What?

Regina:  If it’s on the highest level, I don’t separate it. 

Pierre:  Finish it, I don’t separate…

Regina:  Separate if the intelligibility …  By what we’re saying, that is…if the whole turns upon itself and
comprehends itself and finds itself as intelligible,  is there a truth of it or is it truth?

Pierre:  Yea, is there a truth of it or is it truth itself?  Yea, that’s right.

Regina:  Well I’d say it was – since we’re talking about the highest, it would be truth itself unless there’s 
something other than that.  I don’t know how you would separate it.

Pierre:  So you’re stuck, is that right?
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Regina:    Right.  In terms of saying that it is of something, I wouldn’t say that.  I would say it was truth 
itself. 

Pierre:  But then there would have to be some thing apart from the thing of which you are calling it being 
true.  If it’s the thing in itself, would it not?

Regina:  If that intelligibility is truth, then it wouldn’t be separate.  If I’m understanding that.  If I’m 
following that; maybe I’m…

Pierre:  Then your idea of “in itself,” means it can exist independent of anything other than itself,  though 
it can be utilized in a variety of ways.

Regina:  Ahh, I don’t see it as any different than saying beauty itself or good itself, or

Pierre:  That’s true.  And therefore you can talk about it equally well as truth itself, since you know how 
to use “itself”  in these various terms.  But, beauty itself, 

Regina:  I don’t know.

Pierre:  according to the way we’ve been reasoning, that’s only an aspect of the brilliant light of being. 

Regina:  Yea, that’s true. 

Pierre:  Well, then it’s only an aspect of something.  Therefore, it can’t be the truth if it’s an aspect of 
something, because aspect means partial, part of, not fully it.

Jeff L:  In the Symposium one who gets there touches truth. 

Pierre:  Yea, see, this language, you see

Regina:  I don’t know.

Pierre:   touching truth, see…

Jeff L:  Well, I was thinking in the Republic, he uses this term, “that which truly is,”  

Pierre:  Yea.

Jeff L:  And I’ve been saying, well, truly is, so he’s qualifying it as true but it is.  It’s got both.

Pierre: It’s by itself.

Barbara:  Hm!

Pierre:  And if it’s by itself, that’s rather curious then.  How could you use the term?  Since we often use 
the term truth for other things, talking about it as an aspect of truth.  Like we said science doesn’t reach 
truth, but its conclusions can be considered as true.  

Jeff L:  Hm-mm.

Pierre:  And so for all the intellectual things that you ever discover and explore and understand, it’s not 
truth, but it has the aspect of truth.

Jeff L:  Sure.
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Pierre:  So we’re wondering whether or not the use of the word truth in itself is just a mistaken use of 
language.  

Jeff L:  Well, that seems to follow with a class of like, One, Self.

Pierre:   But, wait a minute, you see, isn’t that rather strange, because we certainly mean something when 
we say science or mathematics, or all of these studies; they have a right to their conclusions.  Right?  
They have a body of evidence, they have a way of reasoning that supports all of their conclusions.  So we 
sit back and we can say since it forms itself so uniquely in very intricate systems, where all the parts fit 
together into unities, that we can say they reached… aspect of truth.

Jeff L:  Sure.

Pierre:  We wouldn’t say it’s truth itself, though.

Barbara:  Nope.

Pierre:  Well then the question is, suppose someone wondered where to look for just truth itself and put 
aside how you can attribute that quality to all of these different things.  Then we have to sit back and talk 
about it in a different way.  And that’s what we’re trying to do, right?

Barbara:  Hm-mm.

Pierre:  And this is why you can always call on Barbara.

Barbara:  [laughter] And I can call on my friends if I have any trouble, right? 

Bradley:  Yea.

Barbara:   Good.

Pierre:  No, no, no, no.  

Barbara:  It was a conditional – “if” I have any trouble, I can call on my friends.

Pierre:  Good, good.  Because I can recall when you were saying that you did have this idea of truth by 
itself.

Barbara:  Yea.

Pierre:  And that’s the very thing we’re thinking about right now whether we can get someone to talk 
about it just by itself, and I recall it.

Barbara:  I said that in this conversation, tonight?

Pierre:  No, no, no, no, no.

Barbara: Oh, another conversation.

Pierre:  Yes.

Barbara:  Really?  Oh. Well, what would you like to know?

Pierre:  If you answer the question, how can you use the idea of truth itself, rather than attributing it to 
these other things.
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Barbara:  How can you use the idea of truth, itself.  Hmm.  Well, I thought we were using it as that which 
can be inferred from the brilliant light of being.  I mean, I guess that’s the problem, isn’t it, if you say 
inferred.

Pierre:  No, no, that’s the problem.  Because, if you can say that the brilliant light of being, like these 
other things we just mentioned, is an aspect of truth, and not truth, itself, 

Barbara:  Who said that?

Pierre:  A friend of mine, Drovidovich McGee

Jeff L:  Well so then Barbara, in the Republic, sometimes Plato refers to the Brilliant Light of Being as 
that which truly is.

Barbara:  Yea, and you know what that actually is? that which – it isn’t truly is.

Jeff L:  Fair enough.

Pierre:    Ok, hold to that.  If “That which truly is,” then it’s not truth. 

Jeff L:  Right, that’s a quality of truth.  Well, Barbara said that’s not there. 

Barbara:  When they say “truly is,” they’re usually talking about being and then they have an adverb from
being, so like beingly being.  They have beingly being.  Or many people translate ontos and to han as 
real, right?  Or, truth.  Well in this case they’re translating the adverb of being as truth, but it’s just not 
true; I mean it’s not the word alethe.

1:35:00

Pierre:  Hold that, hold it, hold it, see. Can the idea of truth be attributed to what is real or reality?  Or 
would you say, No, no, no, reality is another aspect of truth?  

Barbara:  I wouldn’t say it was another aspect of tr...

Pierre:  Well would you say it was truth itself?

Regina:  Yes, Yes, reality is truth.

Barbara:  Probably.  Even if I were making a terrible error, I probably would do that.  

Pierre:  But then you have two words for the same thing and you don’t need two words for the same 
thing; you can throw out one or the other.

Regina: Yea, but that argument could go – but you could also say that when you’re talking about the 
brilliant light of being, people inferred as beauty or justice or… tho – it’s like, the experience may be real,
being and truth.  You could add that.

Barbara:  But I,

Pierre:  No, the question is whether truth is appropriate; that’s the discussion.

Regina:  At that point. Among all the other terms, is what you’re saying, asking.  And I, and I think, and I 
see it as, of those other, of those words that are added to that experience, yes, you can add truth to that 
collection of words. 

Bradley:  Or maybe can you have truth itself within that whole? 
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Barbara:  Of the Brilliant Light of Being?

Bradley:  Or whatever you want to call it, yea.

Barbara:  Ah, and

Bradley:  Yea, and those other ones you mentioned.

Barbara: See, I thought that we kind of started with

Regina:  Then it wouldn’t make any difference.

Pierre:  First you; then Barbara.

Regina:  Well, if it’s truth itself, then you could - are you saying then that that would be different than 
beauty itself and justice although within the same experience? 

Bradley:   No, no.  I’m just, I’m just offering, perhaps, 

Regina:  Yea.

Bradley:  and it seems actually to be true in some weird way.

[Laughter]

Pierre:  See.  Hold it, hold it, you got it, see.  What do you mean when you say it would be true?  That’s 
not saying it’s truth itself. 

Regina:  Right.

Bradley:   I missed that.  What, say that again, please.

Pierre:  I’m looking at your language. 

Bradley:  Yes.

Pierre:  You’re saying, “it would be true.”

Bradley:  It seems like it could be true.  I’m messing it all up.  Can I start over?  So perhaps truth, or truth 
itself is within… Truth itself is a state of mind within being or the brilliant light.

Pierre:  Oh, separate and distinct then? 

Bradley:  Yes and no. 

Pierre:  Well, I’ll take yes, go ahead.

Bradley:  In terms of, if there are these different states of mind, or – not different – ahh, attributes.

Pierre:  Look. Hold, hold.  Look, see.  If you say that something is in an experience, as something 
separate and distinct, then you have two experiences, not one. 

Regina:  Right.

Bradley:  Hm-mm.  Right.  And, and
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Pierre:  Would you say the Brilliant Light of Being is true?

Bradley:  Yes.

Pierre:  Then you’re not saying it’s true, itself, but has the quality of truth.  Would that be correct?

Bradley:  Yes, but then I don’t see why you couldn’t have – so you can have truth, itself within Being 
because that would be two? 

Pierre:  It would be separate and distinct and that would make it two, yes.

Bradley:  Whew!  Ok, I try, I try.

Pierre:  Ok.

Barbara:   See, but he left the within part, he left the within part, so there was no distinction of two.  And I
am on his side. [laughter]

Bradley: [Laughter] 

Jeff L: I’m going to try to help.

Bradley:  And if she’s going to initiate it, ? that’s good.  That’s right.

Regina:  I didn’t see the distinction either.

Jeff L: I’m going to try to help you Brad. 

Bradley:  Well, where would you put it?

Jeff L:  Would you say that something that is true is also real? 

Bradley:  Of course.

Jeff L:  And we’re saying that which is real is true, so, conversely that which is true would also be real.  
And I’m not sure if that advances anything, but I’m just thinking on…

Bradley: Well, ye…

Pierre:  See, when you say real, something real is true, do you mean it’s identical?  Or are you assigning 
some different quality to it? 

Jeff L:  Well, that’s where I’m puzzling as well, 

Pierre:  Yea, ‘cause that’s the issue.

Jeff L:  Because I would think that if something is true.., right, does it also have the quality of being real 
or are they independent?  I don’t know.

Barbara:  But I remember that point – I asked the question early on in the discussion – are you talking  
about a separate state of mind for truth, justice, beauty? And the answer was, “No, a single state of mind.”

Regina:  Right.
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Barbara:  And if it’s a single state of mind, the Brilliant Light of Being, and I also heard many a time, you
saying when you have that experience, you have thoughts like, Well, is there anything truer than this?  Or 
Is there anything more beautiful than this?  I thought.

Pierre:  Hm-mm.

Barbara:   And the answer was, No, it’s the most beautiful, it’s the truest.

Pierre:  The only thing we’re worried about is that we all understand when someone says something is 
beautiful.  What do we mean when we say something is true?

Barbara:  That’s the only thing we’re worried about?  You mean you’ll buy the argument I gave?

Pierre:  Yea.

Barbara:  such as it was?  

Pierre:  Yea.

Barbara:  Limping along.

Pierre:  It depends upon this question. 

Barbara:  What? 

Pierre:  It depends upon this question.

Barbara:  Aahh.

Bradley:  It means it’s real, I think.  To me. 

Pierre:  You use the word “is” in a curious way.  You mean it’s equivalent to it?  It’s the same as? 

Regina:  Yea.

Pierre:   Then you’re not making any distinction between the two and therefore we don’t need the word 
truth.  For if you have two words that are applied in the same way and serving the same purpose, drop one
of them.

Regina:  But you’ve said that we have applied the same words – different words - to the same thing:  
Truth, I mean Being, Reality, Beauty.

Pierre:  Yea, that means there is a source for each of those things and that it does not exist in itself but can
be derived from something other than itself. 

Regina:  Aaaaahhhhhhhhaargh.  So the Brilliant Light of Being is not Beauty itself?  That’s what’s being 
said.  Or Justice itself

Pierre:  I presume you’re applauding that.

Regina:  No.  Well, I am.  You’re saying that you can’t say that.

Pierre:  Now you must point out the difficulty unfolding such a position that I have to deal with, 
otherwise where will the discussion go?

Bradley:  Hm-mm.
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Regina:  Well, in descri, the, the idea, the Brilliant Light of Being or The Idea of the Good, itself, as an 
exp – If you infer that, of the Brilliant Light of Being, then that could be a distinction.  That is, somebody 
could say, that’s beauty, most beautiful, Beauty itself, or Reality, itself. 

Pierre:  And what they really mean is that aspect of the Brilliant Light of Being when they’re talking 
about beauty. 

Regina:  That too.

Pierre:  Right.

Regina:  And also that it’s Justice itself and it would be that aspect of the Brilliant Light of Being that 
they see is the most just.

Pierre:  See, if you don’t mind, in one way, we’re avoiding a question.  The question is why don’t you just
sit back and you tell me what you mean by truth.  Or you can say things that are called true.  You can take
that secondary question rather than the first, or the first.  What would you call truth?  Right?  That’s all.

Bradley:  Sigh.  

Regina:  The most real.

Pierre: Because every intellectual system that has its logical and reasonable grounds for existence, we can
say it is an aspect of something that is true, not true. 

Bradley:  Hm-mm. 1:45:00

Pierre:  Well then, if all of these systems are aspects of truth, is it fair to ask, That’s rather curious use of 
language, can you talk about it just independent of those systems, or is it always just an aspect of 
something other than itself?  So, that’s the issue.

Regina:  An aspect of something else.

Bradley: It certainly has an aspect of like the Parmenidean First. 

David:  I wish I had another room in this house.  I wish I had another room in this house.

Pierre:  Why?

David:  Because I’d open the door and walk into the Brilliant Light of Being.

Pierre:  Yea.

David.  And if I did so, and as an experience,

Pierre:  Right.

David:  It would be beautiful.

Pierre:  Yes, no doubt.

David:  But as a way of life, it would be just.  And as a way of intelligibility it would be true.

Pierre: Why would you use the word truth?  Why not just intelligibility?

37



David: Because what makes the way of life in accordance with the Brilliant Light of Being is Justice and 
what makes the way of life in accordance with the experience, beautiful – I mean, what makes it beautiful
is experience. But, truth – I think there’s even something even further called Necessity which binds all 
these together.  That idea bothers me a lot in conversation that unless there’s something that allows this 
all to function and to maintain its integrity, it’s Necessity.  And that might be closer to the truth.  So, I 
really wish I had put an addition on this house, so I could explore that idea further, and that’s my 
contribution.

Barbara:  Oh, I like it as an addition to the conversation.  Fun. Interesting.

Pierre: Say, there are some books on the table.  Would any of them gain the attribute of truth?  Or would 
you say, Oh, no, no, no, that doesn’t fit those books.  Well, let’s assume there are some books that you 
might be able to say exhibit, in itself, internally, truth.  What are you talking about when you say that?  
Go Ahead: [Turning to Barbara.]

Barbara:  No, I don’t know.  I’m thinking.

Pierre:  Get help from Jeff then if you need some help.  And Nancy next, look.

Jeff L:  It would mean that it’s correct.

Pierre:  Correct?

Jeff L: But I’m not sure, truth may be a higher term, but

Pierre:  Ok, correct.  In some way it fits, doesn’t it?  Nance.

Nancy:  No fault, no flaw, nothing lacking.

Pierre:  Nothing lacking.  What else?  

Barbara:  No fault, no flaw.  

Pierre:  No fault, no flaw

Regina:  No falsehood.  Complete.

Pierre:  See, when science reaches a certain point, they come to certain conclusions.  Are they bold 
enough to say that there never will be any faults in it?

Barbara:  No. 

Pierre:   Or do they always say well, given certain conditions, this can be said to be true?

Barbara:  The latter. 

Pierre:  Hmm?  

Barbara:  The latter.  

Pierre:  The latter.  Right, right.  So It’s moving toward something being true.  

Barbara:  Yup. 
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Pierre:  What the heck does that mean?  Flawless, right?  Can’t be improved upon.  Complete in itself, 
right?

Bill G:  Pierre, it seems if you have scientists that, they’re willing to find their belief to be untrue.  I mean,
if some other extraordinary studies would show, I mean that would be a true scientist.  They would be 
willing to see what they had to say is not the truth. 

Pierre:  You know, that’s quite true.  Isn’t it amazing 

Bill: Yea.

Pierre:  that in all the midwife talks you’ve ever seen or dream reviews, that people do reach some 
conclusion that sounds to them not to be lacking,

Bill:  Right. 

Pierre:  be complete,

Bill: Right. 

Pierre:   settle something within themselves, 

Bill:  Hm. 

Pierre:  would you say they reach truth or an aspect of truth?

Regina:  Well, that’s an aspect

Bradley:  Aspect

Jeff:  Aspect.

Pierre:  Well maybe there isn’t any use for the word truth in itself, then.  It’s bogus.

Regina:  No, can’t say that the Brilliant Light of Being is faulted:  The idea of good has a flaw.

Pierre:  Wait a moment, wait a moment.  Hold it.  It may be a fault.  There may be something incomplete; 
if it’s only an aspect of truth. 

Regina:    If it’s an aspect, but I’m not concluding it is. 

Pierre:  But, it is an aspect.

Regina:  The Brilliant Light of Being?

Pierre:  Yea.

Regina:  Oh I see, because there’s something beyond that.

Pierre:  I would come to the same conclusion. 

Regina: Ooh, I see how you’re reasoning. Ok. Yea, well, definitely.  Would that be the one?  That would 
be the truth itself?

Pierre:  Oh no, no, no.  What are you pointing to when you say “would that;”  what’s the that that you’re 
calling which would be true itself? 
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Regina:  The One.  Or is there something between that? 

Pierre:  Well, it can’t be the One. 

Regina:  Yea.

Pierre:  Right?  Because it has no predicates.  So it can’t be. Can’t be true.

Regina:  Well, what’s the idea of the good, then?  Or The Brilliant Light of Being?  Isn’t that one step 
down?

Pierre:  That’s what you just came to; it convinced me.

Regina:  But that’s not true?

Pierre:  Well, by definition you said it can’t be because it’s a manifestation or an aspect of the one.

Regina:  Ok. So,

Pierre:  You authored that; I was agreeing with you. 

Barbara:  Does this collapse…

Pierre:  No, no., just

Regina:  Does this mean there would be something between the One and the Brilliant Light of Being 
called the…True? 

Pierre:  It looks like that, doesn’t it? 

Regina: Yea, I guess, if you’re - that would be weird. 

Pierre:  See, this is why Proclus comes in and does something that Plato doesn’t do.  He says, “Look, you 
can take all those aspects of the Brilliant Light of Being” – Wait a minute, that’s a whole.

Regina:  That’s right. 

Pierre:   It’s an interesting whole, ooh.  Then the idea of the whole is higher than – it hides!(?)

Regina: laughter.  Oh man.

Pierre:  Right?  It must follow then the idea of the whole of all wholes must embrace the Brilliant Light of
Being.  But, wait a minute, would that be true or an aspect of truth?

Regina:  Yea, but isn’t that kind of 

Bradley:  No hypothetic questions.

David:  You’re saying, would that be true?  Could you call it truth or an aspect of truth? 

Pierre:  Right.  That’s where we are.

David:  But what you’ve just argued for is that something new comes about as a result of that which is,  
embraces the Brilliant Light of Being and causes the Brilliant Light of Being, such as it is. 

Pierre:  Yes.
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David:  And that could be true.

Pierre: Yea. Now see, “that could be true” is not truth.

David:  No, that could be truth.

Pierre:  Right.  So, therefore, truth must be higher than that whole of which all wholes are parts.

David:  That’s what I thought you said.

[woahh!]

Bradley:  Why? 

Pierre: Well, for the same reasoning, whether we’re talking about something as being an aspect of 
something, it’s not itself, it’s only a shadow of itself; if you’re following the discussion.

Bradley:  So the whole of all wholes,

David:  Including the Brilliant Light of Being

Regina: As a whole.

Bradley:  or encompassing, right?  That’s where we were, right?

Pierre:  Must you not agree that you can use the word “whole” legitimately when you’re talking about the 
Brilliant Light of Being 

Bradley:  Yes. 1:55:00

Pierre:   because you can make distinctions within it- not differences- but distinctions within it?

 Bradley:  Ok.

Pierre:  And therefore you can take it as a?

Bradley:  Whole.

Pierre:  Oh-Oh, therefore the idea of whole is a more comprehensive term than the parts that we can 
distinguish within it. 

Bradley:  Right.

Pierre:  Oh, oh, oh. Well, then that either is the whole of all wholes or there must be something greater 
than it that is a whole. 

Bradley:  Right, and I’m just wondering what…

Pierre:  By the way, do you think the whole of all wholes could be something – that our conclusion has 
brought us to something that is true?  Then it is not truth.

Bradley:  Ok.

Pierre:  Ah, then it must stand apart from it.   [To Bradley] Come on, come on, yes?  Come on.

Bradley:  Well, Yes, that’s it.  Well, you just prove…
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Pierre:  Oh, oh.  Well if it stands apart from it, right, then it must show itself because then the whole of all
wholes is an aspect of it.  Is that right? 

Bradley:  That’s right. 

Pierre:  Then it stands independent of it and must follow from the idea of the self.

Bradley:  That was really fast, and I barely hung on to it, but I got it. 

David:  Hold on tight.

[laughter]

Regina:  You got it Brad.  Pierre, then wouldn’t it, wouldn’t  we have the idea then, you’d have the truth, 
which is beyond the whole of wholes, but wouldn’t, but saying that truth is a whole, wouldn’t you need…

Pierre:  No no.  Then it must have parts. Then you would have to distinguish what kinds of parts it must 
have, if it’s a whole.

Regina:  So it isn’t a whole?

Pierre:  Not unless someone can come along and point out the necessary parts that must be included in the
idea of Truth, for Truth to Be.  Otherwise it’s not.

Regina: Well then, what would  - if it isn’t a whole and we’re saying the idea of the Good is a whole, then
Truth itself is not a whole, but it isn’t the One, because that would be more superior, what would you call 
it?  The Truth, itself?  which would be different?  

Pierre:  Watch.  Yea.

Regina:  So how does the Self fit into that?  I mean, the Self would be more superior than the Truth. 

Pierre:  Hmm.  Please.  Because of what kind of reasoning brought you to that conclusion?

Regina:  Well, because if we’re equating the One with the Self or one’s self, then, and the truth is 
something that is not – I don’t….

David:  Then it was between that

Pierre:  Just call on your neighbor.

Regina: Then it was between the idea of the Good and one’s Self, then Truth is between that.

Pierre:  That’s your conclusion.   See what this discussion is really talking about - how can you position 
ideas metaphysically?  That’s what we’re doing, you see.  

Bradley:  Yea.

Regina:  Interesting.  Right.

Bradley:  That’s good.  Wow.

Pierre:   And it looks like at you’re looking under certain conditions where we can place it. 

Bradley:  Right. Yup.
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Regina:  Huh.

Pierre:   And this kind of reasoning leads us to the curious conclusions which you would then try to see 
later whether there’s a flaw in it and it therefore cannot be true.

Regina:  Right.

Bradley: …?? the case

Pierre:  And then you must look for it somewhere else and locate it somewhere else by some other kind of
reasoning other than the kind that we’re going through. 

David:  Platonic Sacrilege. 

Barbara:  So is the Brilliant Light of Being the kind of whole out of which something new comes into 
being? 

Pierre:  Yea.  If the assumption is that certain wholes can comprehend itself, right?

Barbara:    Hm-mm.

Pierre:  And in this comprehension of itself is something new that can emerge from it, 

Barbara:  Right.

Pierre:  and if that kind of reasoning

Barbara:  Yea.  Yea, yea.

Pierre:   can be said to be true, right?

Barbara:  Yea.

Pierre:  Then we have to ask what emerges from that? 

Barbara:  That was what I was asking.  

Pierre:  Yes, yes, yes, yes, yes, yes. 

Barbara:  Although I wasn’t using the Whole of Wholes because I felt like I had a choice: I had to either 
use the Whole of Wholes or the Brilliant Light of Being. 

Pierre:  Yea, yea.  See, you can ask how can it function? 

Barbara:  What’s the it?  The whole of wholes?

Pierre:  Yes, yes.  That you’re calling the Brilliant Light of Being. 

Barbara:  The Brilliant Light of Being.  Ok, how can it function?

Pierre:  Yea, yea.  but that’s the paradigm of which all creation is its model, and that’s how it can 
function, if you have something that can utilize that for creative purposes.  That’s why the Greeks came to
the idea of Zeus – they have to assume there must be something that can utilize that Brilliant Light of 
Being or that paradigm – same thing- for creation.  

Barbara:  A user.
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Pierre:  So that has to be, a creative event.  And you need some kind of behavior(?) to bring that into 
existence.  Therefore, like, Plato doesn’t call the Demiurgos Zeus, right?  Other Greeks call it Zeus.  And,
but it’s because there’s reasoning that they call it Zeus that there has to be something that we can name 
that can do something with that.  

Bradley:  Hm-mm.

Pierre:  Which is you know, like it’s quite auspicious; that’s quite a startling statement.  Like you mean, 
there’s something that can use the Brilliant Light of Being as a model for creation?  How can it do that?  
Oh my gosh, how can it do that?  No wait a minute, it’s worse than that!  You have to assume that there’s 
something that has the ability to grasp that in such a way that through the most remarkable thing of all, 
can create, which is time.

Barbara:  Hm.

Pierre:  So, there has to be something that can do that;

Bradley: Hm-mm.  

Barbara:  Hm-mm.

Pierre:   So then you need the idea of Zeus.

Barbara:  So, I have another question, another bit of a dangling part, which is we talked about the Whole 
of Wholes being able to reflect upon itself , come, and see its destiny.   

Pierre:  True. 

Barbara:  Ok, how is that related to where we are in the discussion right now? [laughter]  Well,  ‘cause 
see

Pierre:  [laughter] Wait a minute, wait a minute, wait a minute, see, you could ask, “Hey Zeus,”  

Barbara:  Which is why I was going to drag you in, because you were talking about your destiny and the 
destiny of the whole of wholes and whether they were the same or not. So I thought, “You’d be the ideal 
person.”

Bradley:  Or, aren’t like Mans,’ yea.

Barbara:  Yea, yea, yea, sure. Ok.

David:  So what was this guy asked?  

Pierre:  Hm.

David:  You were going to ask Zeus a question.  You were going to say what?  “Hey Zeus.”   “Hey Zeus.”
Not “Hay Zeus”

Pierre:  Hmm.

Barbara:  And Not “Jesus” either, yea. What? What? Hey? I was trying to see how self and truth came 
together, and so part of that led me back to the whole of wholes, reflecting something new coming into 
existence, or something beyond, and that led me to

Pierre:  See, for anything to come into existence must have the aspect of truth. 
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Barbara:  Ok.

Pierre:  To whatever degree it’s coming into existence, to whatever degree it’s emerging with anything, 
and playing a role in anywhere, for any goal,

Barbara:  Hmmm.

Pierre:  Well, then there must be something from which it can utilize that notion of truth in order for it to 
manifest itself in the various ways in which things can be said to be true. 

Barbara:  So anything that comes into being is just an aspect of truth, although it has an aspect of truth.

Pierre:  That’s right. 

Barbara:  Ok.

[Sigh]

Pierre:  Therefore, truth is a demiurgos.  

Barbara:  Hmm.

Pierre:  See, there are different kinds of demiurgos.  A whole of wholes is created; 

Barbara:  Hm-mm.

Pierre:  that’s a demiurgos.  

Barbara:  Hm.

Pierre:  Now it looks like truth is a demiurgos.  

Barbara:  Hm.

Pierre:  Then from it all the things that develop must carry that stamp of aspects of it.  Well, that’s quite 
interesting, isn’t it? 

Barbara:  Hmm, Absolutely.

Bradley:  Yea.

Regina:  mmm. 2:05:00

Pierre:  Yea.  You know, like it’s really kind of worthwhile just to consider, it looks like then, for 
anything to emerge, it must presuppose truth.  And therefore truth must exist independent of itself.  

Barbara:  Independently in itself, is that what you said? 

Pierre:  Yea.  From which other things can be aspects, shapes and shadows of.

Barbara:  And it’s causal or …

Bradley:  that is what – seeing that, fundamentally changes your whole life. . That is such a fundamental 
profound thing to say and see.  Yea.  

Pierre:  See if I agree, yea.
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Bradley:  That, well, it’s just kind of blowing me away right now; that’s all!

David:  What changed?  What would change in your life, seeing that?

Bradley:  That every single thing you’re looking at is an aspect of truth, to come - that’s the prerequisite 
to come into existence; and to see that every day like that!

David:  I, I, I’m struggling here Brad, and you’re, you’re, you’re doing well;

Bradley:  Oh.

David:  Thank you.  Thanks for sharing that. 

Bradley:  Yea.

David:   I get it.  

Bradley:  Yea, right? 

David: Yea, man, Wow! 

Bradley:  Yea, Right?

David:  Yea, I get it.

Bradley:  Right, That’s yea, yea, yea.

David:  I appreciate it. 

Pierre:  You like this notion of this?

Regina:  Wow!

Bradley:  Well, yea, yea.  I had never heard that, even something remotely close to that, and I 

Pierre:  Well, you know, you got to pick up some views as you go along.

Bradley:  And I’ve never seen that before. 

Pierre:  Yea, see, this whole crazy world gets into all kinds of politics and each one wants to say they 
have the truth.  

Bradley:  Right. 

Pierre:  And they’re willing to die for it.

Bradley:  Right, yea.

Pierre:  And destroy other civilizations because of it.  May even destroy the Earth itself, 

Bradley:  Right. 

Pierre:  Because they think they have it.  

Bradley:  What a limited vision. 
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Pierre:  Yea, but see, what they’re calling Truth, you have to now sit back and say, “Does it deserve the 
word ‘truth’?”

Julie:  No.

Pierre:  Well you need an argument; you’re reasoning your way through.

Regina:  True.

Pierre:  Right?  So, take a true believer - Islamic, Jewish, Christian - would you agree they’re all willing 
to destroy the Earth? 

Bradley:  Yea.

Pierre:  all life. 

Bradley:  Yea.

Pierre:   It’s their goal.

Bradley:  Sure. 

Pierre:  And, by the way, not only on this planet, they must desire the total destruction of the whole 
Cosmos.

Bradley:  Yea.

Pierre:  ‘Cause if there are still surviving intelligent beings, then the battle still must go on.

Bradley:  Right.

Pierre:  So it has to be final and complete for all believers.

Bradley:  Yea.

Pierre:  So therefore any intelligent being that reaches the level of being able to create belief must fit into 
this paradigm.  And every one of them is convinced that they have the truth.  So, isn’t it worthwhile to 
say, “Excuse me, what do you mean by truth?”  

Bradley:  Yea.

Pierre:  And if the idea of truth is the precondition for creation, does your apocalyptic view, is that 
consistent with truth?  Right? What kind of reasoning would help us come to that?  Right?

Barbara:  To that conclusion that the apocalypse is truth?  An aspect?

Pierre:   Is Not.

Barbara:  I don’t know; I was just worried about the question for a moment. 

Pierre: Ooooh.

Barbara:  No, I was, I thought I heard you saying that they should give an account of it and we, on the 
other hand, would rather give one that it’s not possible. 

Pierre:  Yea.  I always wonder if creation presupposes an art.  What would you say about that Barbara?
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Barbara:  An art being that which has to benefit the subject? 

Pierre:  Yea. 

Pierre:  Oh, oh.

Barbara:  Sure.  I believe that book there makes that argument; that orange one, on the top.

Pierre:  Ok.  On that basis, how can you show that there’s a fundamental weakness in any apocalyptic 
vision?  Right?  You have to ask whether or not that would benefit the subject.

Barbara:  Yea, yea, that’s right.

Pierre:  So you can’t answer that unless you have a clear idea of what benefits man and what does not.

Barbara:  True.

Pierre:  Right?

Eldar:  Destruction probably doesn’t benefit.

Pierre:  Pardon me.

Eldar:  I was just thinking;  it sounds ridiculous because how can destruction benefit men, how can the 
apocalypse benefit man? 

David:  That would be one step in the argument for sure.

Eldar:  Right.

Regina:  Yea, but they don’t see it as destruction.

Pierre:  See, the word destruction just means, you know, something is eliminated.  

Barbara:  Passed out of existence.

Pierre:  A lot of things are eliminated in life, you know, that’s always the case.  But, the question, here, 
would be, if creation must necessarily follow the idea of benefit or art.  We must ask, does the 
Demiurgos,  does he possess an art of creation?  Must creation, itself  be an art? If so, then the subjects 
must be the primary recipient of the benefit of the knowledge.

Barbara:  Hm-mm.

Pierre:  Alright?  Ok, you have to then talk about what could benefit a subject.  They’re going to say, “Of 
course we’re benefitted, we go to Heaven.”

Regina:  That’s right.

Bradley:  Right.

Barbara:  Hm-mm.

Pierre:  And therefore, that’s our benefit.

Bradley:  Right
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Barbara:  Hmm.

Pierre:  Well, therefore we need to look at the word “benefit.”

Barbara:  Hm-mm.

David:  It’s kind of redundant that there would be an art to creation which would justify the end of 
creation.  That you would create people so that they could go to Heaven.  It seems like there’s no benefit 
in between, to creating people, creating, creating the universe, not people.  

Pierre:  That’s right. 

David:  If the end is that you get to go to Heaven, then what was the point of creating something with art 
to benefit and to create proto benefit?  I don’t know, it just seems solipsistic in a way, that, that, if it’s an 
inert creation with no art, that the goal is to go to heaven; that’s the rationalization for their not being any 
art.   That’s the rationalization for their not being any art, in creation.  That if you leave art out of 
creation, then all you have is - Ok, I get it.

Pierre:  Hm-mm.  No, no, it follows.  Look here, you just need the next step.  Must the benefit be 
appropriate to the further development of whatever it is that is receiving the benefit?

David:  That’s what I was hoping for.

Pierre:  Right?  And therefore, that benefit presupposes, then, a developmental structure.

Barbara:  Hm.

Pierre:  Now you must talk about, what would be man’s maximum development?

Regina:  Heaven.

Barbara:  Enlightenment.  Or whatever.

Bradley:  Not Heaven.

Pierre:  Yea, but then it wouldn’t be heaven.

Barbara:  No, it wouldn’t be Heaven.

Regina:  Why not?

Bradley:  So there’s going to be an apocalypse, right?

Barbara:  Why not?

Pierre:  It could be Heaven if they have an argument that can show that by going to Heaven you are 
necessarily developed on a more profound level.  Do they have that claim?  No.

David: No, a bunch of virgins.

Regina:  No, they just go and meet the higher level development; they don’t develop.

Pierre:  Well, essentially don’t all of these religions believe that your everyday world will be more 
blissful there, but not change.  You’re not going to substantially change.

Regina:  Right.
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Eldar:  Like an after-party.

Pierre:  And you’re still going to have belief. 2:15:00

Barbara:  Hm-mm.  And you still won’t know yourself. 

Pierre:  Now the question is, wait a minute.  Does belief block development, 

Barbara:  Block, block.  

Pierre:  or enhance it?

Pierre:  Oh wow, then you have to say that or in some way to show that, you see.  That’s why Tertullian 
was so great.  He said, you know, that Christianity is making a mistake – and he was a Bishop.  He said, 
look here, this word belief is misunderstood, totally misunderstood.   Because belief presupposes some 
evidence, and you can’t have any evidence to demonstrate that Mary was a virgin or that Jesus is the son 
of God.  It’s impossible to get evidence for that; there isn’t any.  That’s why it’s a miracle.

Pierre:  therefore you can’t use the word belief; 

Bill:  A what?

Pierre:  you need a new word, Faith, because Faith is an impossible belief.  See?

Bradley:  Boy, that’s…See ya.

Pierre:  Right.  Ok, now wait a minute, So now you have to ask, Gee, that’s rather interesting.  Is that the 
end of the development of man?  

 Barbara:  That’s their end.  The blockolypse

Eldar:  That’s like agreeing to be irrational

Barbara:  No, it’s, the doorway to Heaven is to hold on to an impossible belief.

Bradley:  That’s a spiritual suicide, agreeing to the irrational.

David:  That’s why they put stones on dead people; to make sure they stay in the ground.   Sorry, it 
reminded me of prison, for some reason.

[Laughter]

Barbara:  Oh man, yea.

Bill G:  Pierre, it seems that you’re talking about what they call spiritual belief;  I believe you wrote 
something like that in the book.  

Pierre:  Sure.

Bill:  That spiritually, they must agree there is no evidence.  They don’t, you know, what you said, like a 
belief that you really have, like a simple belief;  then you have some evidence for it, and you’re willing to 
change if you’re not, if the evidence no longer carries.  

Pierre:  Yea.
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Bill:  Compared say, to something like prejudice where prejudice is something you believe and the more 
you’re shown proof of it, the more you believe it - in a way.  You won’t give it up.

Pierre:  That’s right.

Bill:  But when you have the religion, they don’t, I think, they don’t tell, they don’t think there’s any, they
don’t show that there’s any kind of proof for their belief.  

Pierre:   No.

Bill:  And they’re open to it, too. 

Pierre:  That’s right.

Bill:  I mean that’s the nature of their belief.  

Pierre:  That’s right.

Bill:  You got to accept it without proof. 

Pierre:  That’s right.  

Bill:  Right.  So that’s…

Pierre:  So therefore it’s an impossible belief.

Bill:  It is.

Pierre:   You cannot - that means you can’t formulate anything would justify your conclusion is true. 

Bill:  No. 

Bradley:  Right, no truth.

Pierre:   Therefore there’s no truth.  

Bradley:  Yea.

Pierre:  Oooh, now what did we just do to that?  

Bill:  That’s right.

Pierre:  See, that’s why the idea of truth is so important.

Bradley:  Hm-mm.

Pierre:  If so, then, in the creative processes of developing all the different systems that man is exposed to,
there are some that by definition, block growth and development.

Barbara:  Hm.

Eldar:  Well, you’re not allowed to even talk about truth in religion.  It’s like you’re too small or you’re 
too insignificant to make such statements.

Pierre:  See, ya, just to make sure, what does it mean to say “an impossible belief?”  It means that you 
cannot formulate anything that would justify your belief. 
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Barbara:  No reasoning.

Pierre:  Because in principle you cannot establish its truth.  Therefore it’s a system that’s independent of 
truth.

Ronda:  Oh, my God.

David:  It would be like if you had a belief and your teacher gave you an “F” on it; it would be a failed 
belief. That’s a faith.

Barbara:  Hmm.

Pierre:  Then we would say, hey, if you are living through an impossible belief;  there’s no way to 
establish it as being true.  By the way, what name do we give to systems which in principle cannot be said
to be true?  Irrational beliefs. 

Barbara:  Hm-mm.

Bradley:  Right, yea.

Pierre:  Oh, then you have a god who’s advancing an impossible belief,  that will block any further  
development of man.

David:  We’re in deep shit.

Pierre:  Ooh.  So, the question is, hey, in a rational society, should you allow systems that are not true?

Regina:  No.  That’s easy. 

Bradley:  No way!

Pierre:  Like, what are we paying for allowing these three religions to run rampant throughout our 
history?

David:  We’re giving up the Earth.

Pierre:  Hey, we may end; it may end it.

Bradley:  And isn’t that what happened, they attacked philosophy, right?

Pierre:  Right now.

Bradley:  I mean they attacked philosophy in Plato’s school at Athens; the Christian emperor came in 
and… 

Pierre:  Oh yea.  Well, they just killed philosophers in those days.

Regina:  They just killed ‘em.

Bradley:  Yea.  Irrational.

Jed:  Pierre, what was our definition of truth?

Pierre:  Pardon me.

Jed:  What was our definition of truth?
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Jeff L:  We haven’t got one.

Pierre:  Don’t have one.

David:  It’s hanging way out there somewhere.

Pierre:  [Chuckling.]

Jed:  It’s somewhere between Self and the Brilliant Light of Being.

Pierre:  That’s it’s position.

Jed:  Position.  So it might occupy a similar position to the One or the Good.

Pierre: That’s right. 

Jed:  But we haven’t defined it yet. 

Pierre:  Pardon me.

Jed:  We haven’t defined it yet.  But it’s used by…

Pierre:  Oh see, now Nancy offered a possible definition.  Remember she said flawless, right?  Remember
the other terms she used.  She escaped.  

Regina:  Lack, no lack.

Pierre:  Lack, no completeness

David:  Those three terms? Flawless,  

Nancy:  No lack, No fault. No false – they’re all not, not, not.

Pierre:  And from which other things can be said to be true.  But they only exhibit a certain degree of it, 
therefore it admits of degrees when it is applied to other things other than itself.

Bradley:  It’s like, It’s like the, I was thinking, you mentioned the books, and also a person, or in a book 
or in a person, that’s true.   And it seems like it can’t be independent of real, for some reason to me.  Like 
this person is real and they’re true, and when you’re reading one of these books, BOOM! That’s true and 
that’s real.  So, I don’t know…

Pierre:  Parson me, the book isn’t true.  Your understanding of what’s written, is true.

Bradley:  Yea, or whatever insight you got, yea.

Pierre:  Ok.

Bradley:  So, but I like what Dave said too, how like I take, with the person, if they’re living in such a 
way, or carrying with them, or manifesting, and being true.  Anyway I’m just searching for our term or 
our truth.  Anyway, I don’t know if that helped.

Ged:  Pierre, it seemed like the definitions that Nancy was giving were relational.  Like it’s a, like when 
we say something is true, we’re saying it’s a true representation of the thing which it’s describing, like it’s
a true model or something.  And so equally so, the terms flawless, it’s a flawless representation of 
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something.  So the word truth seems to be pointing at something like a true reflection of something.  Is 
that right?

Pierre:  Yea, you haven’t finished. 

Ged:   So, from an everyday term of the word true, like it’s a true, like a mathematical equation is a true 
representation of that thing that it’s supposed to be representing. Therefore if we say there’s such a thing 
as truth, it should be the ultimate mirror or representation of the thing that it’s reflecting. So truth will…

Pierre:  That’s one of the things you can call true, yes.   2:25:00

Ged:  Right.

Pierre:  Now we’re dealing with the question of truth itself.  Now how you can describe other things that 
are said to possess degrees of truth or aspects of truth.

Ged:  So if it’s using that word truth, we would have to say if there’s something that is the truth, then it’s  
the ultimate representation of 

Pierre:  Yea, that’s what we have been playing with.  Yea.

Ged:  Self?

Pierre:  That’s a separate question.

Ged:  So what would the truth be the ultimate representation of?  The ultimate mirror of, or the ultimate 
model of?

Pierre: See, if you ask what it is a representation of, alright, then we must ask what kinds of things can be 
said to be representations of other things? Could you point to a couple of things that would fit that?

Ged:  A picture or a mathematical formula, or a painting.

Pierre:  How is that representation?

Ged:  Oh, you do a formula to represent how forces work.  It’s true in that it accurately represents the 
relationship between …

Pierre:  Pardon me, when you say it’s accurate, you mean it’s accurate given the state of the evidence 
which may change. 

Ged:  Right. 

Pierre: Are all scientific findings, including mathematics, provisional;  depending upon the next new 
advance may change everything.  Isn’t the whole history of science nothing other than a history of 
rejection of theories?

Ged:  Yes.

Pierre:  That may go on indefinitely or it may finally reach something which is unquestionable.  Then it 
wouldn’t be rep - now you want to ask would that final thing be representative or are all the other things 
that you are saying are representing things are and must have a model.  It depends upon which way you 
go with that.

Ged:  Say that again.  The final thing that we come to, the conclusion that can’t be mistaken or changed.
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Pierre:  Pardon me.

Ged:  Something that’s eternal and unchanging and can’t change with evidence.  Having an accurate 
perception of that would be truth.

Pierre:  Would that be the truth or would that be what is true about that theory?

Ged:  Right, I still haven’t heard.

Pierre:  Would you answer that?

Ged:  I’m sorry, it would be true about that theory.

Pierre:  Oh, then it wouldn’t be truth.

Ged:  Can you give me an example of something that we’d call true that isn’t pointing to something else?

Pierre: That’s what we’ve been trying to do for the last hour, haven’t we?

Ged:  Yes,

Pierre:  Right?  

Ged:  Yes. 

Pierre:  Good, good, good. Then you’re with us. 

Ged:  But then you said there’s something about that still that uses truth as part of creation.

Pierre:  Then we used the idea, how can you use the word truth in creation?

Bradley:  Hm-mm.

Pierre:  And that would be aspects of truth.

Ged:  Aspects of truth.  Would the thing that uses truth in creation be, itself, more primal than truth?

Pierre:  You have it, thank you. 

Ged:  So there’s a level where truth, the one, the good exists and then there’s something about even that 
between the Truth, Good, the One and Self.

Pierre:  That would have to be explored.  But you have now reached the point that there is such a thing as 
truth independent of its application in a variety of things.

Ged:  A fundamental principle that can be used.

Pierre:  Yea.

David:  I like that Pierre, but just real quick and you don’t have to take this up or anything, but it seems 
like truth really allows yourself to be abused.  Everybody latches onto the truth.  Everybody loves the 
truth.  Truth is, no matter how destructive your belief is, you still maintain it’s true.  

Pierre:  Yes. 
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David:  And so she seems kind of like a loose kind of girl, in a way.  She gets taken advantage of quite 
often and so I’m just wondering how do we, how do we, how do we allow truth to be so disseminated and
so, so, to the point where truth can justify – I mean, thanks for Midwifery, thanks for addressing 
misconceptions about, you know, Reality, but, but she really is getting used.  And I’m just kind of, as, 
Vis-a-vis our last discussion about the religions, and all that, beliefs and all that.

Pierre:  Absolutely.

David:  So, in other words, she, she, she holds on to the very core of all of us.  She’s fundamental to who 
we are, and, but she gets so – there’s got to be a way to separate truth from everything.

Pierre:  Hm-mm.

David:  In the moment

Pierre:  Yes.

David:  At the beach, where the Christians, or at Trump rallies, or anything, and it just seems like 
somebody has to address that.  

Pierre:  Hm-mm.

David:  And that’s all I got.

Pierre: Yea, yea, yea.

David:  And I apologize for treating her in such a demeaning manner.

Pierre:  We’ll reject the apologies for the moment.  Look here, wouldn’t you agree that all relationships, 
especially among people, whenever there’s the suspicion that one of the parties is not being truthful or not
demonstrating in what they’re doing, a truth, that ends the relationship.  Or they have to tolerate 
something which they feel they shouldn’t even be a part of. 

David:  I’m famous for that.

Pierre:  It’s like, that fundamental;  going back to your view, you see.  It’s that fundamental.

Bradley:  Hm-mm.

Pierre:  And then we do everything we can to try to find out is there a way we can help the other party 
recognize that what they’re doing is not true.

David:  You would like to be that kind.

Pierre:  Yea.

Regina:  Yea, Good luck

Pierre:  So, you know, no matter how beautiful a person is or successful in everything or anything, what 
you really want to know is?

Barbara:  Are they truthful.

Pierre:  Yea.  See, truthful is their life consistent with truth?
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Barbara:  Hm-mm, the better way.

Pierre:  And if not, then it’s like how did this ever happen?  That’s a problem with all human relations. 
Like wow, how did that ever happen?  What’s going on?  And it’s fundamental.

Bradley:  Yea.

Pierre:  And so now, it’s time for me to go home.

Everyone:  Thank you. Thank you, thanks Pierre.

Pierre:  [shaking each one’s hand individually] Fun, fun, fun, fun, fun, fun.

Bill:  Indeed.

Regina:  Dave, you want help?  

##############
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